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Abstract

We analyze welfare and distributional properties of a two-settlement system consisting of a spot market
over a two-node network and a single energy forward contract. We formulate and analyze several
models which simulate joint dispatch of energy and transmission resources coordinated by a system
operator. The spot market is subject to network uncertainty, which we model as a random capacity
derating of an important transmission line. Using a duopoly model, we show that even for small
probabilities of congestion (derating), forward trading may be substantially reduced, and the market
power mitigating effect of forward markets (as shown in Allaz and Vila 1993) may be nullified to a great
extent. There is a spot transmission charge reflecting transportation costs from location of generation to
a designated hub whose price is the underlying for the forward contract. This alleviates some of the
incentive problems associated with the forward market in which spot-market trading is residual. We find
that the reduction in forward trading is due to the segregation of the markets in the constrained state, and
the absence of natural incentives for generators to commit to more aggressive behavior in the spot
market (the “strategic substitutes” effect). In our analysis, we find that the standard assumption of “no-
arbitrage” across forward and spot markets leads to very little contract coverage, even for the case with
no congestion. We present an alternative view of the market where limited intertemporal arbitrage
enables temporal price discrimination by competing duopolists. In this framework, we assume that all of
the demand shows up in the forward market (or that the market is cleared against an accurate forecast of
the demand), and the forward price is determined using a “market clearing” condition.
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1. Introduction

In the past few years, wholesale electricity markets have gone through fundamental
changes in the United States and around the world.! Electricity industry restructuring
began in Latin American countries in the early 1980s, and more famously, in the United
Kingdom in 1990. In the late 1990s, several U.S. states or control areas such as California,
Pennsylvania—New Jersey—Maryland (PJM) Interchange, New York, and New England
established markets for electricity; and more recently, FERC Order 2000 has prompted
several proposals for the establishment of regional transmission organizations (RTOs).
Two key common aspects of the transition toward competitive electricity markets in the
United States and around the world are a competitive generation sector and open access to
the transmission system. However, there is considerable diversity among the
implementation paths chosen by different states and countries. The differences are
reflected in various aspects of market design and organization, such as groupings of
functions, ownership structure, and the degree of decentralization in markets. The
experience gained from the first wave of restructuring in places such as the United
Kingdom, Scandinavia, California, and PJM, have led to several reassessment and revision
proposals of various market design aspects in these jurisdictions.

Two major themes in market design have emerged in the restructuring process, and have
been implemented or currently proposed for the various markets in the United States (see
Wilson 1999 for an overview of different market architectures). The first one, relies on
centralized dispatch of all resources in the market, variations of which are implemented in
the PJIM Interchange, New York, and New England (see Garber et al. 1994; Budhraja and
Woolf 1994). In this design, an independent system operator runs a real-time market with
centralized dispatch. Bilateral trades are allowed in this system though they are purely
financial in nature and do not get scheduling priority. Bilateral trades are charged
locational price differences in the real-time market, and these can be hedged by some type
of transmission congestion contracts, which are again financial instruments that guarantee
the holder the price differential between locations specified in the contract (see Hogan
1992 and Harvey et al. 1997).>

The second design relies on a more decentralized approach, at least in the day-ahead
energy market. The version that was originally implemented in California had two
separate entities, a power exchange (PX), which was one of many short-term forward
markets, and an independent system operator (ISO), which managed real-time operations
(see Blumstein and Bushnell 1994; Wilson 1997).> The version implemented in Texas
relies on bilateral trading and private exchanges for day-ahead energy trading, and some of
the emerging RTOs also rely on various forms of decentralized day-ahead markets. The
key feature of this scheme is that day-ahead energy trading and settlements are based on a

1 See Einhorn (1994), Gilbert and Kahn (1996), and Chao and Huntington (1998) for surveys on the
subject.

2 Current implementations at PYM, New York and New England allow physical bilateral contracts, which
are interpreted as zero offers on the injection side and infinite bids on the load side.

3 The PX was dissolved in January, 2001.
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simplified ‘‘commercial model’’ of the transmission network where nodes are grouped
into few zones, and only few interzonal transmission constraints (deemed commercially
significant—CSC) are enforced (i.e., priced) on day-ahead schedules submitted to the
system operator. Congestion on CSCs can be hedged through financial or physical rights
on these constrained interfaces. Such zonal aggregation facilitates liquidity of the day-
ahead market but it allows scheduling of transactions that are physically impossible to
implement due to reliability constraints. A centrally coordinated real-time physical market
in which operational decisions are based on an accurate ‘‘operational model’’ of the
transmission grid corrects these infeasibilities. The extent to which financial settlements in
the real-time market reflect operational realities is a highly debated issue that is not yet
resolved in many of the emerging RTOs. The debate concerns the extent to which the costs
of correcting infeasible schedules should be directly assigned to those that cause such
infeasibilities, as opposed to socializing these costs through uniform or load-share based
uplift charges.

Theoretical analysis and empirical evidence suggests that forward trading reduces the
incentives of sellers to manipulate spot market prices by reducing the sensitivity of sellers’
profits to spot price fluctuations. Thus, forward trading is viewed as an effective way of
mitigating market power at real time. It is also argued that setting prices at commitment
time provides incentives for accurate forecasting and provides ex-ante price discovery that
facilitates trading, helps operations and improves system reliability at reduced cost. There
is, however, only limited theoretical analysis to support these assertions. Furthermore, it is
not clear to what extent suppliers with market power have an incentive to engage in
forward transactions. The limited amount of contracting in California (even after the ban
by the California Public Utility Commission was removed) and the collapse of the
California PX may suggest that some form of regulatory intervention (short of direct
government purchases) might be required to insure that the public is protected by an
adequate amount of forward contracts.

The main goal of this paper is to examine the extent to which a two-settlement system
facilitates forward trading. In other words, we quantify how sellers will allocate their
production between forward and spot sales when that decision is endogenous. We also
examine the welfare and distributional implications of such a system in the presence of
network uncertainty and generator market power. We model the centralized dispatch-type
markets described above (see Kamat and Oren 2002 for models and analysis of systems
with separated electricity and transmission markets). As a benchmark for comparison we
use a single-settlement nodal model.* The answers to these questions depends on the
extent to which speculative trades can arbitrage the difference between forward prices and
the expected spot prices. In the absence of such arbitrage, generators may amplify their
market power through strategic intertemporal price discrimination. In order to examine the
effects of such discrimination, we will relax the prevailing ‘‘no arbitrage’’ assumption in
the analysis of multisettlement markets and introduce an alternative sequential market
clearing hypothesis. We perform our analysis under the assumption that generators use
Cournot conjectural variations when making decisions. While this is a common

4 We ignore transmission contracts in this study, and focus on a market with a single zone.
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assumption in single period models, there is an ongoing debate on its relevance in two-
settlement systems. We recognize that our results may change based on the conjectural
variation assumed. From a computational point of view, the Cournot assumption makes the
problem relatively tractable while retaining the most important features such as network
representation (see Wu et al. 2002; Wu and Kliendorfer, undated; and Wu et al. undated
for analyzes building on different assumptions).”

The remainder of the paper is as follows. The next section provides a review of the
relevant literature on spot market modeling, modeling interactions between spot and
contract markets, and approaches to transmission pricing. Section 3 presents formulations
of the various market designs analyzed in this study. In section 4, we analyze the impact of
network uncertainty in a simple two-node example. Section 5 provides some concluding
remarks and addresses future work.

2. Literature Review

We review literature on electricity market modeling, both with and without transmission
constraints, and models with contracts. While some electricity market models have
attempted to include transmission constraints, models with two-settlement systems (or
forward energy contracts) usually treat the electricity market as if it is deliverable at a
single location. We also review the market designs in greater detail specifically with
respect to transmission pricing.

2.1. Electricity Market Models

Schweppe et al. (1988) originated the theory of competitive electricity locational spot
prices. Given costs of all generators on the network, demand, and network topology,
locational prices can be calculated using an optimal power flow model, which seeks to
minimize the total cost of generation. In a decentralized environment, fully competitive
environment, these prices can elicit the optimal quantities from competitive agents.
Differences in locational prices reflect differences in equilibrium marginal costs at various
locations, and can be used to set transmission charges for bilateral contracts (Schweppe et
al. 1986; Hogan 1992). Later studies, however, have considered the effect of generator
market power in electricity markets. Equilibria with two conjectural variations, supply
function equilibria (see Klemperer and Meyer 1989), and Cournot—Nash equilibria have
been examined.

2.1.1. Models without Transmission Constraints
Green and Newbery (1992), use supply function equilibria to describe the electricity
spot market in England and Wales soon after deregulation in 1990.° In a supply function

5 A recent study for the California System Operator where modest network representation and different
conjectural variations were assumed faced severe convergence problems.

6 One of the arguments in favor of deregulation of the generation sector was that generators would
compete as Bertrand oligopolists and this would result in competitive prices. Also, it was argued that the
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equilibrium (SFE), each firm submits a non-decreasing supply function specifying the
quantity it is willing to provide at a given price. These functions can be derived as
solutions to a set of coupled differential equations. Green and Newbery find that in the
short-term (until new entry that was proposed was set up), the incumbents had significant
market power, and large deadweight losses could result if they compete in a SFE. They
also argue that the amount of planned entry is more than is socially desirable, and could
cause substantial deadweight losses in the future due to the unnecessary expense in
investment. Bolle (1992) also considers several models of SFE in which consumers react
to a fixed price, to average spot prices, and directly to spot prices. He allows for backward
bending supply functions, and finds a continuum of equilibria in all cases. He recommends
that consumers be directly exposed to spot prices as this is the only model in which
increasing the number of firms results in more competitive behavior. Bolle (2001) extends
the earlier analysis to include demand side bidding. In a detailed analysis, he derives
power series solutions for supply function equilibria in supply and demand functions, and
analyzes restrictions on free parameters of the solution in order to get meaningful solutions
with positive prices and quantities, upward sloping supply functions and downward
sloping demand functions, and positive excess supply to meet autonomous demand. Bolle
finds that these restrictions may imply that prices may in general be bounded away from
marginal cost and computes lower bounds for some cases.

Andersson and Bergman (1995) calculate Bertrand and Cournot—Nash equilibria under
various assumptions in an ex-ante analysis of the Swedish electricity market. They find
that deregulation is not a sufficient condition for lower equilibrium prices given the
structure of the market at that time (two firms controled 75% of the market). They find that
increasing the number of firms in the market to about five equal size firms would bring
discipline to prices, as would higher demand elasticity and monopsony power.

Newbery (1995) examines equilibria with capacity constraints, and again considers
issues of entry into the England and Wales market, while Green (1996) examines how
many firms would be required for a more competitive market. Rudkevich et al. (1998) and
Bohn et al. (1999) apply these techniques to U.S. markets. Rudkevich et al. (1998) propose
an iterative scheme for linear marginal costs, which converges to the unique linear SFE for
this case. Baldick et al. (2000) generalize this to the case of asymmetric plants with affine
marginal costs, where supply functions can be linear or piecewise linear. They also
propose an ad-hoc approach to deal with capacity constraints in this case.

von der Fehr and Harbord (1993) consider the electricity market in England and Wales
as a multiunit auction and examine equilibria under capacity constraints. They find that
when firms have to bid discontinuous step functions instead of continuous supply
functions there are no pure strategy equilibria comparable to SFE equilibria. They find

threat of entry by small and efficient combined cycle gas powered capacity would bring the necessary
discipline to the market. In the immediate years after deregulation, however, a duopoly existed, with two
firms—National Power and Powergen—controlling 80% of the generation capacity and with substantial
price setting power. In the daily market run by the grid operator, National Grid Company, these firms
submitted a supply schedule for each generator under their control. The grid operator aggregated these
schedules, and using optimization software calculated a system marginal price, which was paid to all
generators. Other payments for start-up costs and capacity availability were also made.



10 RAJNISH KAMAT AND SHMUEL S. OREN

mixed strategy equilibria instead; though pricing above marginal costs is seen in many
equilibria they derive. Marin Uribe and Garcia-Diaz (2000) extend von der Fehr and
Harbord’s model to allow for any technology mix and elastic demand in an application to
the Spanish market.

In another application to the Spanish electricity market, Ramos et al. (1998) combine a
traditional production cost model with equilibrium constraints for modeling profit
maximizing by individual firms, and approximate a decentralized equilibrium in an
“‘optimization with equilibrium constraints’” framework. They maintain a detailed
representation of the electric system operation by considering ramp-rates, minimum up
and down times, and operational features of hydro plants. However, they compute linear
prices, i.e., there is a uniform price paid to all generation in a period, and so, total amount
paid to generation across periods is linear in price for any period. It is not clear whether in
a decentrz;lized situation such linear equilibria exist due to the non-convexities in the cost-
structure.

2.1.2. Models with Transmission Constraints

Most of the models with transmission constraints assume the Cournot conjectural
variation.® An important modeling choice in these models is the assumption on whether
agents will game transmission markets. This may have an impact on the amount of
congestion rent paid to transmission rights holders. Assuming that agents will game the
market, however, leads to non-convex problems with possibly multiple equilibria (see
Oren 1997a; Cardell et al. 1997 among others).’ On the other hand, if the main purpose of
the model is to model generator behavior in the energy market, assuming that agents act as
price takers in the transmission market allows the models to be solved as complementarity
problems or variational inequalities (see Hobbs 2001; Smeers and Wei 1997b).

Cardell et al. (1997) consider a model with Cournot generators who may own plants at
multiple locations on a network, and a competitive fringe that takes the strategic
generators’ quantities as given, and act as price takers in the spot market. A complicating
feature of this model is that with the introduction of a competitive fringe, a given strategy
profile of the generators may not lead to a unique outcome in the spot market. Another
feature is that the strategy sets, and not just the objective function values, of the generators
depend on the actions chosen by other generators. This type of game is called a
“‘generalized Nash game’’ (see Harker 1991) and can have multiple equilibria. Cardell et
al. (1997) use an iterative procedure, solving a relaxed form of each Cournot generator’s
non-convex optimization problem in sequence, and report that a nonlinear solver always
found solutions that satisfied a Cournot equilibrium test. A significant result coming out of
their work is that generators owning multiple units on a network may not necessarily
reduce output in all of them. In fact, increasing output on some generators may give it a

7 See Johnson et al. 1997.

8 See Smeers (1997) for a discussion on computable equilibrium models of restructured electricity markets.
A variation on the Cournot assumptions is to model supply function equilibria using a scalar or two-
parameter strategy vector (see Berry et al. 1999; Hobbs et al. 2000; Day et al. 2001).

9 See Luo et al. (1996) for a comprehensive analysis of such problems.
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strategic advantage by forcing out some competition on another part of the network, and
due to transmission constraints, allow it to earn more profits on its remaining capacity (also
see Hogan 1997). Hobbs et al. (2000) solve a similar problem, where generators have a
scalar intercept mark-up strategy, using an interior point algorithm. Their model does not
consider a competitive fringe. 10 Berry et al. (1999) consider the effect of network structure
and capacity limits on competitive behavior in linear supply functions. They retain the
assumption that generators game the transmission network. Using two and four node
network examples, they show that effective transmission congestion rent can be reduced
through strategic bidding in supply functions. Other effects such as decreased efficiency
from decreasing concentration are also observed in a four node network.

Borenstein et al. (1999) show that interactions among Cournot generators in the
presence of a transmission constraint can be quite complex. They show that in a spatially
separated market with a symmetric duopoly, and with a small enough transmission line, no
pure strategy Cournot equilibria exists. This is due to the fact that there are discontinuities
in the response functions of the generators. Along the response function, one generator
produces a constant amount, congesting the transmission line in the direction of the other
market until the other generator’s production reaches a threshold level, at which point it
increases its output proportionally. At another threshold level, the first generator abandons
this strategy and reverts to a defensive strategy with smaller production than in the first
case mentioned above. The authors also analyze cases where passive-aggressive or
multiple equilibria can exist.

The above approach of solving generators’ optimization problem sequentially implies
that generators will take into account how their actions affect transmission prices. Some
other models do away with this complication by assuming that generators do not game the
transmission system. This removes the non-convexity from each generator’s optimization
problem. First-order conditions for all the generators can now be aggregated along with
those of transmission owners, and the equilibrium can be solved as a complementarity
problem. Wei and Smeers (1997) consider a Cournot model with regulated transmission
prices (Smeers and Wei 1997b consider a model with a transmission market). They solve
variational inequalities to determine unique long-run equilibria in their models. Smeers
and Wei (1997a) consider a separated energy and transmission market, where the system
operator conducts a transmission capacity auction, and power marketers purchase
transmission contracts to support bilateral transactions. They find that such a market
converges to the optimal dispatch for a large number of marketers. Borenstein and
Bushnell (1999) use a grid search algorithm to converge iteratively to a Cournot model
with data on the California market. Hobbs (2001) uses linearly decreasing demand and
constant marginal cost functions, which result in linear mixed complementarity problems,
to solve for such Cournot equilibria. In a bilateral market, Hobbs analyzes two types of
markets, with and without arbitrageurs. In the market without arbitrageurs, non-cost based

10 Having a competitive fringe would imply that transmission prices reflect the opportunity cost of marginal
energy trades. Cournot generators would therefore have less control over transmission revenues that the
system operator collects. Assuming an intercept mark-up strategy gives the supplier in this paper an
additional degree of freedom to manipulate congestion revenues.
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differences can arise because the bilateral nature of the transactions gives generators more
degrees of freedom to discriminate between electricity demand at various nodes. This is
equivalent to a separated market as in Smeers and Wei (1997a). In the market with
arbitrageurs, any non-cost differences are subject to arbitrage by traders who buy and sell
electricity at nodal prices. This equilibrium is shown to be equivalent to a Cournot—Nash
equilibrium in a POOLCO-type market.

2.1.3. Empirical Work on Market Power

Empirical evidence to support the hypothesis that electricity markets are susceptible to
market power can be found in Borenstein et al. (1999), Wolfram (1998 and 1999), Mansur
(2001), and Puller (2001). These studies focus on the U.K., California and PJM markets.
Borenstein et al. (1999) calculate price cost margins in California by estimating expected
aggregate marginal cost curves for thermal generation. They use system-wide demand as
the market clearing quantity, and the unconstrained PX price as the market-clearing price.
In calculating the marginal cost curve, they account for must-take generation,
hydroelectric load, imports, etc., and for thermal capacity, they perform Monte Carlo
simulation to calculate expected marginal cost at the net market clearing quantity for
thermal capacity.'' They find that overall prices averaged about 15% above the
competitive level for the summer of 1998. Wolfram (1999) and Mansur (2001) use similar
methodology for the U.K. and PJM markets, respectively. Puller (2001) uses firm-level
data to analyze pricing behavior in the first two years of the California market. Puller tests
both static and dynamics models of oligopoly, and finds evidence that generating firms
used static market power in this period.

2.2. Electricity Market Models with Spot and Contract Markets

Work in this area has focused on the welfare enhancing properties of forward markets
and the commitment value of forward contracts. Theoretical studies have shown that for
certain conjectural variations, forward markets increase economic efficiency through a
prisoners’ dilemma type of effect (see Allaz 1992; Allaz and Vila 1993).'? Other
theoretical literature has analyzed the commitment value of contracts as barriers to entry
(see Aghion and Bolton 1987). Applications to electricity markets seem to focus mainly on
these two issues.

2.2.1. Theory

The basic model in Allaz (1992) is that producers meet in a two period market where
there is some uncertainty in demand in the second period. In the first period, producers buy
or sell contracts and a group of speculators take opposite positions. In the second period, a
non-competitive market with Cournot conjectures is modeled. A no-arbitrage relation
between forward and expected spot prices decides the forward price. If all speculators are

11 However, they do not include inter-temporal costs arising from unit-commitment constraints.
12 This effect is not seen, for example, with the Bertrand conjectural variation.
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risk averse, the forward price contains a risk premium, otherwise if one or more risk
neutral speculators are present, the forward price is an unbiased estimator of the spot price.
Allaz shows that generators have a strategic incentive to contract forward if other
producers do not. This result can be understood using the strategic substitutes and
complements terminology of Bulow et al. (1985). Essentially, the Cournot conjectural
variation implies that production quantities are strategic substitutes. This is because an
increase in one producer’s quantity has a negative effect on the other’s marginal
profitability, and thus its best response is lower than was previously optimal. The
availability of the forward market makes a particular producer more aggressive in the spot
market. Due to the strategic substitutes effect, this produces a negative effect on its
competitor’s production, and the resulting price decrease is not as severe as it would have
been if its competitor had not reacted. The producer with access to the forward market can
therefore use its forward commitment to improve its profitability to the detriment of its
competitor.13 Allaz shows, however, that if all producers have access to the forward
market, it leads to a prisoners’ dilemma type of effect, reducing profits of all producers.
Social welfare measured as the sum of consumer and producer surpluses is higher than in a
single-settlement case with producers behaving a la Cournot. Allaz points out that the
results are very sensitive to the kind of conjectural variation assumed, and shows that
Cournot and market-sharing conjectural variations in the forward market lead to very
different results. Allaz and Vila (1993) extend this result to the case where there is more
than one time period where forward trading takes place. For a case with no uncertainty,
they establish that as the number of periods when forward trading takes place tends to
infinity, producers lose their ability to raise market prices above marginal cost and the
outcome tends to the competitive solution. Haskel and Powell (1994) extend these results
to general conjectural variations in the spot market.

An important consideration in electricity markets is that generators meet in these
markets almost on a daily basis. There is a rich literature on repeated games, which
formalizes folk-theorem type results, in which producers often can play collusive looking
outcomes in repeated setting which secure them above-Cournot profits. These results are
sensitive to assumptions such as observability of past actions and the discount factor. It
would be of interest to see what type of discount factors are needed to reverse the
““forward markets are welfare enhancing’’ results in this literature. Producers in the Allaz
(1992) model do not have a commitment device to stay out of the forward market, which
essentially reduces their profitability in the overall game. A repeated game setting may
provide a way for producers to commit to keeping their forward positions to a minimum,
thus reversing some of these results.'*

13 Bulow et al. (1985) warn, however, that assumptions of linearity on the demand often produces strategic
substitutes, but that this may no longer be true if demand is constant elasticity or nonlinear.

14 There is a large literature on the commitment value of contracts, see e.g., Aghion and Bolton (1987) and
Dewatripont (1988) for early contributions. Most of this literature criticizes the use of Pareto-dominated
equilibria at later stages in a multi-stage game in order to select Pareto-superior equilibria in the overall
game. If agents can renegotiate from a Pareto-dominated equilibria to some other equilibrium then the
selection of the Pareto-superior equilibrium is in question. It is suggested that selected equilibria be
renegotiation-proof.
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2.2.2. Applications

von der Fehr and Harbord (1992) and Powell (1993) are early studies that include
contracts, and examine their impact on an imperfectly competitive electricity spot market,
the U.K. pool. von der Fehr and Harbord (1992) focus on price competition in the spot
market with capacity constraints and multiple demand scenarios. They find that contracts
tend to put downward pressure on spot prices. Although, this provides disincentive to
generators to offer such contracts, there is a countervailing force in that selling a large
number of contracts commits a firm to be more aggressive in the spot market, and ensures
that it is dispatched in to its full capacity in more demand scenarios. They find asymmetric
equilibria for variable demand scenarios where such commitment is useful. Powell (1993)
explicitly models recontracting by regional electricity companies (Recs.) after the
maturation of the initial portfolio of contracts set up after deregulation. He adds risk
aversion on the part of Recs. to the earlier models. Generators act as price setters in the
contract market, but compete in a Cournot equilibrium in the spot market. The Recs. set
quantities in the contract market. He shows that the degree of coordination has an impact
on the hedge cover demanded by the Recs., and points to a ‘‘free rider’’ problem which
leads to a lower hedge cover chosen by the Recs. Batstone (undated) considers the
implications of strategic behavior on the part of risk-neutral generators faced with cost
uncertainty who contract with risk-averse consumers maximizing mean-variance utility.
He shows that in equilibrium generators have an incentive to increase the variance in the
spot market price to extract a larger forward premium, and increase profits by selling more
contracts.

Newbery (1998) analyzes the role of contracts as a barrier to entry in the England and
Wales electricity market. Newbery extends earlier work by modeling equilibria in supply
functions in the spot market. For tractability he assumes constant marginal costs, which
allow him to derive analytical solutions to the spot supply functions. He models risk-
neutral consumers with a similar market structure as in Powell. Newbery shows that if
entrants can sign base load contracts and incumbents have enough capacity, the
incumbents can sell enough contracts to drive down the spot price below the entry
deterring level. Newbery shows that this could result in more volatile spot prices if
producers coordinate on the highest profit SFE. Capacity limits however may imply that
incumbents cannot play a low enough SFE in the spot market and hence cannot deter entry.
Green (1999) extends Newbery’s model including linear marginal costs. An interesting
result is that when generators compete in SFEs in the spot market, an assumption of
Cournot conjectural variations in the forward market implies that no contracting will take
place unless buyers are risk averse and willing to provide a hedge premium in the forward
market.'® The author points out the this is a function of linear SFEs derived in this study,
and not a general result for SFEs. Lien (2001) extends these results by explicitly modeling
entry into these markets. He shows that forward sales can deter excess entry, and increase

15 This result can also be understood in terms of Bulow et al. (1985) results. In Green’s model, a particular
firm’s contract position has no effect on its competitor’s spot market strategy, which means that there is
no strategic substitutes effect.
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economic efficiency and long-run profits of a large incumbent firm faced with potential
entrants.

2.2.3. Transmission Pricing and Design of Transmission Capacity Rights

Though we do not consider transmission contracts in this paper, the interaction between
forward transmission markets (mainly in the form of transmission capacity rights) and the
spot energy market, and in particular, the influence of generator market power on the value
of such rights has been studied in the literature. The role of the system operator in
providing open-access to the transmission network and pricing scarce transmission
resources (as per FERC Order 888, and more recently FERC Order 2000), and to its extent
of involvement in energy and other unbundled energy product markets has also been a
hotly debated issue over the past decade (see references in Kamat and Oren 2002). In a
competitive market with centralized dispatch, locational prices are calculated at every
node in the network (Schweppe et al. 1988). Congestion rent is then just the difference in
locational prices between any two locations. Hogan (1992) shows that if transmission
rights are financial rights to these locational price differences then this maximizes the
value of the network. Under this paradigm, he proves revenue sufficiency of the system
operator who provides access, i.e., the merchandizing surplus resulting from selling and
buying power at nodal prices will cover the payments to transmission rights holders. The
natural type of transmission rights that go with this scheme are point-to-point rights (see
Harvey et al. 1997). These rights entitle the holder to the difference in locational prices
between two points specified in the right. For some of the proposed markets in the United
States there are proposals that call for flow-based transmission rights (also called flowgate
rights or FGRs; see Chao and Peck 1996, 1997; Chao et al. 2000a). The idea is that in any
electricity network only a small number of transmission lines are expected to be
congested, and if forward markets are established only for these commercially significant
flowgates they will be highly liquid and provide adequate price signals to internalize
network externalities. This type of scheme also facilitates bilateral forward contracting.

The influence of generator behavior on the market value of financial transmission rights
has also received attention. Using Cournot assumptions, Oren (1997) argues that
generators at supply nodes will have enough market power to capture the entire market
value of ‘‘passive’’ or financial transmission congestion contracts using two and three
node examples. He argues that with ‘‘active’’ or physical rights, and parallel trading in
energy and transmission markets, such abuse of market power will be limited; Stoft (1999)
argues to the contrary, and suggests that financial rights do mitigate market power under
slightly different assumptions. Joskow and Tirole (2000) provide a comprehensive
analysis of how the allocation of transmission rights affects markets with generator and
consumer market power. They find that the extent of the effects depends on the
microstructure of the transmission rights markets and the distribution of market power.
They find that purely physical rights have worse welfare properties than financial rights,
but introducing a use-or-lose feature (which prevents withholding of physical capacity, but
still honors the financial entitlement of the right) may help alleviate some of these adverse
properties. Daxhelet and Smeers (2002) consider transmission pricing issues in the context
of cross-border electricity trade.
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3. Formulation

Our formulations try and capture several aspects of current electricity market designs that
have been previously modeled in isolation. We focus on two-settlement systems in the
presence of network uncertainty and market power. We model network uncertainty in the
form of a random capacity derating of an important line in the transmission network.
Studies with market power usually consider single-settlement systems, while the literature
modeling interactions between spot and forward markets does not consider transmission
constraints. As our focus is on understanding the mechanisms that drive our results, we
analyze the problem with the help of several illustrative examples on simple two- and
three-node networks. We formulate the problem as a two period game where generators
use a Cournot conjectural variation in the spot market (period 2).'® We assume that
generators take transmission prices as given and do not try to game the transmission
system (Hobbs 2001; Smeers and Wei 1997a make such an assumption). There is a
probability r that one of the transmission lines is derated to a level that it will be binding in
the spot market. In period 1, we model a forward market with a single contract for energy
delivered in period 2.

In a two-settlement system it becomes necessary to describe accurately the commodity,
or the commodity price in case of financial contracts, underlying the forward contract.
Rather than choosing an arbitrary spatial location, we choose the underlying price as a
“‘virtual’” hub-price equal to the demand-weighted average spot price. As this is an energy
contract, generators are charged a spot transmission charge for energy delivered at their
location, which is equal to the difference between the hub-price and the nodal price at the
generator’s location. No transmission contracts are available to hedge this uncertain cash
flow. In the presence of speculators who trade between the markets, the forward price will
converge to the demand-weighted expected spot price (assuming risk-neutrality and zero
interest rates), and this fact is used to determine forward prices in this case. In our
example, we find that this model predicts relatively small aggregate positions in the
forward market.'” There seems to be ample empirical evidence that generators cover a
large portion of their spot sales under forward contracts. There is also evidence that
financial derivatives markets in electricity are generally illiquid, and trading in these
markets, to the extent it exists, has been much less than in comparative markets for other
commodities.

In the absence of speculators that can exploit arbitrage opportunities between the
forward and spot market prices, generators can exercise their market power for
intertemporal price discrimination and increase their profits by pricing forward contracts
above the expected spot price. Arbitraging such price differences would require
speculators to take short positions in the forward market and cover their positions in the
spot market. Such arbitrage is considered as very risky given the high volatility of spot
electricity markets which may explain the fact that we do not see much speculative trading

16 We are not aware of any study that derives a general supply function equilibrium in presence of a
transmission constraints.
17 This may change, although to a small extent, with the introduction of risk-aversion in the model.
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of that sort. On the contrary, most speculative trading to the extent that it exist tends to
involve long positions in the forward market which will further increase forward prices.
Consequently, intertemporal price discrimination with higher forward prices can be
sustained which raises questions regarding the validity of the Allaz—Vila (1993) model
which rests on a no arbitrage assumption between forward and spot prices. The lack of
uncovered short positions for short-term forwards has been recently brought up in
litigation at the FERC in support of the argument that market power in generation extends
to short-term forwards. There have been short forward positions that have been covered by
investment in new generation, however, this only applies to deliveries beyond 18 months
or so (FERC 2002).

As an alternative model, we explore a physical market in which all demand shows up in
the forward market (or that the market is cleared against an accurate forecast of the
expected demand), and the forward price is determined using a ‘‘market clearing’’
condition. This case can be seen as a purely physical market, because in the presence of
speculators who could arbitrage between forward and spot markets, such a system would
not work.'® This essentially relaxes the no-arbitrage condition, and provides generators
possessing market power with the opportunity to indulge in intertemporal price
discrimination, and extract a strategic premium in the forward market.

We analyze the following cases (a detailed description of each case follows):

Case A. Cost Based Economic Dispatch.

Case B. Single-settlement—Centralized Market.

Case C. Two-settlement System for Electricity—No Arbitrage.

Case D. Two-settlement System for Electricity—Market Clearing.

Case A. This is the welfare maximizing'® outcome and will be the solution to:

p; = MC(g;) for all nodes with generation, i.
p; = p;(D;) for all demand nodes, ;.

@ a3,
i J
Z Ba.idi — Z B, Dj =f. for constrained line a.
i 7

pj=pi+ Z B, for all nodes i and hub j (i # j),

a
where, p;, is the price at node i (we suppress the superscript for the state on energy prices
and quantities), ¢; is the production at node 7 (it is assumed that each firm has a single

plant), D; is demand at node j, A,. is the multiplier associated with link a*® in state c,
ce{1,2} an index set of states, B, ; is the power transfer distribution factor or the amount

18 This also assumes that demand behaves non-strategically.
19 As stated above, we use the sum of consumer and producer surpluses as a welfare measure.
20 In our examples, we assume that only the line between nodes 1 and 2 is congested.



18 RAJNISH KAMAT AND SHMUEL S. OREN

of power that will flow over this line when 1 unit of power is transferred from node i to a
reference node, and £ is the capacity of this link in state c¢. Convexity restrictions on the
demand and cost functions yield unique outcomes.

Case B. In this case, we simulate a centralized market outcome in a single-settlement
system with generators behaving a la Cournot (see Hobbs 2001). In a centralized market
model, the system operator sets generation and demand so as to maximize gains from trade,
and transmission prices are set equal to the difference in nodal prices. We assume that
generators take transmission prices as given or that generators do not consider the influence
of their decisions on transmission prices. An equilibrium of this single-settlement system
can be paralleled to an equilibrium of the following two stage game. In the second stage of
this game, the system operator arbitrages any differences in energy prices that are not based
on cost, such that in the resulting equilibrium, there is no spatial discrimination in energy
prices, i.e., the price difference between two nodes is exactly equal to the transmission
charge for transferring energy between the two nodes. In the first stage, generators
anticipate this arbitrage and compete in a Cournot—Nash manner. Each generator will solve
the following constrained optimization problem in a centralized market:

max I1; = p,q; — Ci(q;),
4isDys o, Dy Py s Py

p;i=p; (D/) for all nodes j,
®) 0> a=30, ?
k+#i J
p;=pi+ Y Bog for all nodes i and hub j (i # ).

Here ), is to be interpreted as the multiplier associated with the system operator’s problem
which the generators take as given, i.e., it is a parameter of the above optimization problem.
The equilibrium for the game can be solved by collecting the two first order necessary
conditions (FONCs) along with the constraints of the problem, and the following set of
inequalities and complementary slackness conditions from the system operator’s problem:

> Boiai— > B Dy < f for all a,
i J
' : 7\ ¢ 3)
(Ba) (Z Baidi — Z B, D; —f,ﬁ'>7»f, =0 for all a.
i j

In the case with quadratic demand and cost functions, the equilibrium problem is a linear
(mixed) complimentarity problem (LCP) (mixed due to the equality constraints).
Convexity restrictions on the demand and cost functions yield unique equilibrium points.

Case C. In this case, we assume that the system operator operates a single forward
market for all demand within the zone with a delivery requirement on forward
transactions. This implies that all transactions that are dispatched in the spot market are
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charged the spot transmission charge (see Chao et al. 2000b). This provides incentives for
generators to avoid what is called a DEC game in markets where such aggregation is done
in the forward market, e.g., the now defunct California PX market (see Kamat and Oren
2002 for an analysis of cases with residual spot markets, i.e., markets where the spot
transmission charge only applies to the part of the forward transaction cleared in the spot
market). In a centralized market, it becomes necessary to decide on a hub which
establishes the spot transmission charge. Keeping in line with our earlier assumption for
the settlement price for a forward contract, we use the demand-weighted average price as
the hub price.?! Generators solve the following optimization problem in the spot market:

max 1L, = p/fi + pi(a; = 1) — Ci(qi) = £:(Prur — Pi)

4> D1 Dy P oo P
p; = p; (D;) for all nodes j,

(©) Qi‘f'ZCIk = ZD/"
k#i J (4)
pi=pi+ Z Buihg for all nodes i and hub j (i # j),

piD;
Phub = Z ~75
j Xk:Dk

Where p is the forward price and f; the forward position of generator i. Again, Ay is a
parameter in the above problem. As the hub price introduces nonlinearity in the equilibrium
conditions, the resulting spot market equilibrium problem is a non-linear LCP. In order to
calculate an equilibrium of the two-settlement system, we employ the notion of a subgame
perfect Nash equilibrium (SPNE) (see Fudenberg and Tirole 1991). This says that in period
1, generators will correctly anticipate the reactions of all the agents moving in period 2. The
generators will therefore solve an expected profit maximization problem in period 1 (we
assume that generators are risk-neutral), subject to equilibrium constraints in the forward
market, if any, and correctly anticipating the optimal values from the spot optimization
problem, i.e., the non-linear LCP will appear as a constraint in the optimization problem
solved by generators in period 1.>> We conduct a grid search to determine the optimal
forward positions by numerically tracing reaction functions in the forward market.

Case D. This case is the formulated as Case C above except that the forward price is
determined by a market clearing condition, i.e., p/ = p(f, +f,), where p(-) is the
aggregate demand function, and f; and f, are forward positions of respective generators.

21 While it is not common that forward commodity contracts are settled at a floating price (as opposed to
the price at a fixed delivery point), this is common practice in electricity markets, e.g., the forward
contract at the PJM Western hub is settled at a weighted price based on 100 nodal prices.

22 In the general case, the generator’s problem will be non-convex due to the complementary slackness
conditions imposed in the spot market equilibrium. As mentioned earlier, if congestion patterns are easily
predicted these can be dropped.
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4. Two-Node Example

Consider the example in figure 1 with a single generator at each node of a simple two-node
network. Cost and demand functions are linear as indicated at each node. We assume there
are two states of the world, one in which the network does not have any transmission
constraints, and the other where the capacity of the line joining nodes 1 and 2 is K MW. We
model the two states using a random variable which takes two values 6 (a large positive
number) and 0 with probability r and 1 — r, respectively (0 is assumed to be large enough
so that the transmission line between the two nodes is not congested in the cases we
consider). The generator at node 1 is assumed to be low cost, and could run at output levels
that the transmission line would not be able to sustain in the state of the world where this
capacity limit is binding (see table 1 for data).

4.1. No Congestion (Allaz and Vila 1993)

We first analyze an example with no congestion in the spot market (see Allaz and Vila
1993). This will give us a point of departure from the literature, and a basis for
comparing how the presence of transmission constraints affects behavior in two-settlement
systems with imperfect competition. We assume symmetric demands for the two nodes in
the system.

o +dg, —p

e tdyg, —p
2 \P:=“3 — by,

Figure 1. A simple two-node network.

Table 1. Parameter Values for Two-node Example

Parameter Value
a4, ao 100

by, by 2

Cqy, Co 10

d 1

fo 4

K 3

0 Large

r Variable

23 This is the case when r = Pr{6 = 0} = 0.
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Figure 2. Reaction functions for case B (no transmission constraints).

Case A. In the optimum dispatch, marginal costs for both generators are equal to price
which is determined by clearing the aggregate market for the two nodes (see equation set
(1)). This gives the maximum surplus that can be generated in this market.

Case B. In the single-settlement case, generators compete in a Cournot—Nash game. As
there are no transmission constraints, each generator solves an simple unconstrained
optimization problem (see problem (2) after substituting the market clearing constraint
into the objective). The standard first order condition of equating marginal revenues, with
respect to the residual demand curve seen by a generator, to marginal costs applies
directly. These can be expressed as:

p(ai+q)+ap'(+) =Cilq) Vi, j=1,2 (j#1i), (5)

where p(q) is the aggregate inverse demand function.

These equations can be used to derive the reaction functions of the two generators in this
market, i.e., the optimal production quantity of a generator as a function of the other
generator’s production quantity. The equilibrium quantities can be calculated as the point
of intersection of the two reaction functions. For our case of demands and marginal costs
which are linear in quantity, the reaction functions are also linear, and will therefore result
in a unique equilibrium (see figure 2).**

24 For nonlinear demand functions, there may be cases (such as with convex demand functions) that one
may have multiple equilibria in the spot market.
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The first order conditions (5) can be rewritten as:

p(+) —Cilg) _si P
T—E for l—l,2, (6)

where 5; = ¢;/(q; + q;), is firm i’s share of total production, and € = —(1/p'(+))(p(*)/q)
is the elasticity of aggregate demand at the aggregate production quantity, g. The left hand
side is called the Lerner index for firm i.

Case C. The two-settlement system case is solved as a two period game. In the second
period, generators will maximize profits given their forward commitments. The first order
conditions in this case will be a modified version for those of the Cournot case (see
problem (2)):

pg;+q) + (g —f)P'(+) = Cilg;) for i,j=1,2(j#1), (7)
where f; is the firm’s forward position. Another way of deriving first order conditions is by

marginal analysis, which looks at the benefit and cost of producing an additional unit
setting the base level to the optimal production quantity:

plai+q;) —Cilq;) + (q; = f)p'(+) =0 for i, j=1,2(j#1i). (8)

Marginal Benefit Marginal Cost

This says that at the margin, the benefit of producing an extra unit, the price-cost margin
p(+) = C'(+), should be equated to the externality cost of producing that unit which is the
decrease in revenues from all infra-marginal units affected, (¢; — f;)p’( + ). As generators
are expected to take short positions in the forward market, price cost margins in a two-
settlement system will be smaller than in the Cournot case. Thus, forward commitments
result in greater production in the spot market, and have the potential to increase the
realized surplus as compared to the single-settlement case. This can be seen in the plot of
the reaction functions which go outward for larger forward commitments (see figure 3).
In a similar manner as equation (6), the first order conditions can be expressed as:

p(*) = Cilai) _

/
o) EI for i=1,2, 9)
where s; = (¢; —f;)/(q; +¢;), is generator i’s adjusted share of total production.
Therefore, the firm will behave as if it has a smaller share in the spot market than it
actually has, and will be a more aggressive competitor, because it can free-ride on other
participants in the market who share the burden of a price decrease.

In the forward market, the generators will solve an optimization problem with forward
positions as decision variables. They will take into account how their forward position
affects the equilibrium in the spot market (this can be done by computing the forward
market equilibrium numerically, where the spot market equilibrium is solved as a
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Figure 3. Reaction functions in the spot market for case C (no transmission constraints).

subproblem).25 Asin Allaz and Vila (1993), we assume that speculators arbitrage between
spot and forward prices, therefore the forward price will be equal to the spot price. Writing
the first order condition in the benefit-cost framework we get:

(p(+) = Ci(+))gi(+) + ' ()(qi(+) +¢;(+)) =0 for i,j=1,2(j#i). (10)

Marginal Benefit Marginal Cost

This says that the marginal benefit of hedging an extra unit in the forward market is the
price-cost margin in the spot market for this level of forward positions multiplied by the
sensitivity of the spot quantity to a unit change in this generator’s forward position. The
externality cost is the loss of revenue in the spot market from a decrease in spot price
induced by the unit increase in the forward position (which is reduced through the increase
in generator’s own production quantity as well as its competitor’s because equilibrium
spot production quantities are a function of both forward positions). The entire quantity
traded on the spot market, g;, is affected due to equality between spot and forward prices
imposed by the no-arbitrage condition (see figure 4 for a plot of the reaction functions).
One can group terms to get:

((p(+) = Ci(+)) +ap'(*)gi(*) +ap'(+)gj(+)) =0 for i, j=1,2(j#i). (11)

The first term in brackets is the Cournot first-order condition which will evaluate to zero at

25 This assumes that forward positions are observable.
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Figure 4. Reaction functions in the forward market for case C (no transmission constraints).

a forward position of zero. The second term evaluates to a positive value due the *‘strategic
substitutes effect’’ (see the discussion in section 2.2.1), i.e., qj’- is negative. This means that
generators will want to take positive (short) positions in order to commit to more aggressive
behavior in the spot market, and this behavior is driven entirely by the fact that production
quantities are strategic substitutes. As both generators take short positions, a prisoner’s
dilemma type of outcome occurs and both generators have lower profits and social welfare
increases. A striking feature of the forward market equilibrium is that the aggregate forward
position is a small fraction of the total spot production quantity (less than 20%).%°

Case D. Given that a no-arbitrage condition in a two period setting produces a small
quantity of forward trading, in the current set of cases we explore the implications of
relaxing the no-arbitrage condition. Electricity markets usually have physical markets that
run in parallel to financial markets, and these are run for only a few periods. Given that the
market is non-competitive, the financial market is likely to be illiquid due to the fact that
spot market outcomes can be manipulated by generators participating in the physical
market. In the physical market, a market clearing mechanism is usually used to determine
price. We model this by assuming that all of the demand shows up in the forward market
and is aggregated to determine the forward price.27 This will result in a lower elasticity of

26 This is mainly because we only consider only two periods. Allaz and Vila (1993) show that as the
number of trading periods increase to infinity all of the spot production quantity is hedged in forward
contracts, and the resulting spot market outcome, corresponds to the competitive outcome. Allaz and Vila
(1993), however, do not quantify the proportion of the spot market quantity hedged in the forward
market as the number of periods increase. Although, we use a specific example to quantify this
proportion we have performed sensitivity analysis on the cost function and demand parameters that
shows that the addition of a single trading period produces a relatively small quantity of forward trading.

27 This can also be interpreted that the forward market is cleared using an accurate forecast of the demand.
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Figure 5. Reaction functions in the forward market for case D (no transmission constraints).

demand in the forward market than the previous case in which the forward demand curve
is infinitely elastic due to the imposition of the no-arbitrage condition. The lower elasticity
gives generators an extra degree of freedom to extract surplus from consumers by raising
forward prices. A larger part of demand will now be met by forward commitments due to
the market clearing mechanism being used in the forward market, and this will result in
more aggressive behavior in the spot market on the part of generators. It remains to be seen
how the more aggressive behavior in the spot market as a result increased forward trading
will affect total surplus generated in this market.*®

In this case, the two generators have the same incentives in the spot market as compared
to the ‘‘No arbitrage’” case. However, in the forward market the generators can directly
influence the forward price by changing their positions. There is an additional term in the
first order condition reflecting the difference between forward and spot prices:

(p! =p(+)) + (p(+) = Ci(-)gi(+) +qp'(+)(gi(+) +¢j(+)) =0 for i, j=1,2(j #1).

Marginal Benefit Marginal Cost

(12)

The equilibrium results in a larger proportion of the spot production quantities being hedged
in the forward market (see figure 5). As a result, spot production quantities are higher for
both firms as both generators take larger short positions in the forward market.

28 One can argue, that given an infinite number of trading periods where such a market-clearing mechanism
is used to clear the forward market, generators can extract the entire surplus of the consumers by offering
a set of decreasing prices such that they capture the entire surplus of consumers trading in any given
period. The resulting quantity produced in the spot market will be the competitive outcome quantity,
however, no residual demand will be traded in the spot market.
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4.2. Transmission Constraints

We now consider the case where the probability that the transmission line will have a
constraining capacity is positive, i.e., there will be two states of nature in the second
period, one in which the spot market is unconstrained, and the other where the
transmission line between the two nodes will have a capacity of K units. We assume node 2
as the hub node for determining spot prices, therefore the shift factors will be B, _, ; = 1
and B, _,, = O fornodes 1 and 2, respectively.”” We illustrate the impact of congestion by
analyzing how the reaction functions and equilibria change as a function of congestion.
Numerical results are reported for a probability of congestion, r = 0.05.*°

Case A.

Unconstrained State: Results are the same as the Allaz—Vila (AV) example.

Constrained State: When the transmission line between nodes 1 and 2 has a small
enough capacity, prices at the two nodes will not be equal. At node 1, where the cheaper
generator is located, price is set such that the excess supply at this price is equal to the
capacity of the transmission line. Similarly, at node 2 the price is set such that the excess
demand at this price is equal to the imports from node 1, i.e., K units. The difference in
prices is the transmission tariff charged to exports from node 1 (see equation set (1) with

fica =K).

Case B.

Unconstrained State: Results are the same as the AV example.

Constrained State: As mentioned before, in solving for the spot market equilibrium, we
assume that the generators do not game the transmission system, i.e., they are price takers in
the transmission market, and reveal their true willingness to pay for transmission services.
We solve for this equilibrium assuming that the transmission link will be constrained in the
direction 1— 2 (cheap to dear).?' This implies that the residual demand curve observed by
the cheap (dear) generator is the original demand schedule at that node shifted right (left) by
the capacity of the transmission link, K. The residual demand schedules that the generators
face will therefore be insensitive to the quantity produced by the other generator (see figure
6). The elasticity of demand in the residual market will be smaller in this case as the market
is now disaggregated. Equilibrium prices will be lower at the exporting node and higher at
the importing node as compared to the unconstrained state.

Case C. As in the AV example, we solve the two-settlement cases as two period games.
There will now be two states of the world in the spot market. In this case, we assume that
the commodity price being traded in the forward market is the demand-weighted average
spot price. In the presence of risk-neutral speculators who can arbitrage between the two

29 A shift factor represents the fraction of power that flows over a particular transmission line if 1 MW of
electricity is sent from the node in question to the hub node.

30 We assume that intra-zonal congestion will be present in 200 of about 4,000 peak hours, which gives the
average case. The probability of congestion can be substantially higher if there is an impending derating.

31 For larger networks, the equilibrium can be formulated as a complementarity problem (see Hobbs, 2001).
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Figure 6. Reaction functions in the spot market for case B (constrained state).

markets, the forward price will converge to the expected demand-weighted spot price
(assuming zero interest rates). Spot Market—Unconstrained State: Generators will have
the same incentives as AV example (figure 3).

Spot Market—Constrained State: We use the first order conditions of Problem C to plot
the reaction functions for this case as a function of own forward positions (see figure 7).
The hub price introduces nonlinearity in the reaction functions in this case. However, for a
given spot production quantity of a competitor, the optimal spot production quantity of the
generators is increasing in the generator’s own forward position.

Forward Market: As the hub price introduces nonlinearity in the equilibrium conditions,
we cannot solve for the equilibrium spot quantities and prices in terms of the forward
positions analytically. To determine optimal forward positions, we conduct a grid search,
and numerically trace the reaction functions in the forward market (see figure 8). The profit
function for generator i is now:

T, = p/fi + E{(a:(+) = fpi(+) = Cilai(+))}, (13)

where the expectation is with respect to the random variable, 0, describing the state of the
system (the system is in the constrained state with a probability r). The first order
conditions in the forward market show that forward positions are declining in r, the
probability of congestion:>>

32 We do not calculate the optimal positions (which are negative) in this case as it is primarily our interest
to show that they are not positive. Due to repetition, if generators have incentive to take long positions,
such a system would not function effectively.
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Figure 7. Reaction functions in the spot market for case C (constrained state).
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=0 for i, j=1,2(j#i). (14)

Case D.

Spot Market: Generators will have the same incentives as AV example (figure 3).

Forward Market: The qualitative impact of congestion is similar to the previous case, in
that total forward positions decrease as the probability of congestion increases. This seems
to point to a spillover effect, in that there seems to be an indirect value to a more reliable
network in terms of its ability to reduce market power. Even though congestion is rare, the
possibility that a line may be congested produces incentives to reduce forward coverage,
and thus, reduces the ability of the forward market to mitigate market power in the normal,
i.e., uncongested state.
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Figure 8. Reaction functions in the forward market for case C for various probabilities of congestion, r.
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Figure 9. Reaction functions in the forward market for case D for various probabilities of congestion, r.

4.3. A Numerical Example

In this section, we present some numerical results for the two node network in figure 1
(see table 1 for parameter values). The probability of congestion is assumed to be 0.05 (see
the Appendix for results). The optimal dispatch results in welfare levels of $2,250 per hour
and $2,106 per hour in the unconstrained and constrained state, respectively (see column 4
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of table 2 for welfare levels). The single-settlement centralized dispatch results in welfare
levels that are lower than the optimal dispatch in the amount of 7.8% and 5.1%, in the
unconstrained and constrained state, respectively. Two-settlement systems are generally
known to lead to more aggressive behavior on part of generators in the spot market, and it
is expected that the two-settlement systems will make up some of the welfare loss due to
market power. We observe that for this level of congestion, two-settlement systems
continue to be welfare enhancing, reflecting the no congestion (AV) case. For the ‘‘no-
arbitrage’’ case, consumers benefit because of the higher spot production to the detriment
of generators, as in previous literature (see column 3 of table 2 for consumer surplus levels,
and column 1 of table 2 for generator profits). Profits for the generators show the prisoner’s
dilemma effect at work. Specifically, the combined profit of the generators drops from
$1,387 per hour for case B to $1,365 per hour for Case C. The ‘‘market clearing’’ case has
a higher welfare increase due to larger coverage in forward contracts, however, consumer
surplus is lower as compared to the ‘‘no-arbitrage’’ case because of the intertemporal price
discrimination. Producers are able to extract as much as 29% of consumer surplus in
Case D as compared to Case C.

In the optimal dispatch, price is $50 per MWh in the unconstrained state (see table 3 for
prices in the spot and forward market). In the constrained state, spot price at node 1 is $42
per MWh, while at node 2 it is $66 per MWh. In comparison, the price in the unconstrained
state for case B is $63 per MWh, while it is $58 per MWh and $70 per MWh at nodes 1 and
2, respectively in the constrained state. In the ‘‘no-arbitrage’” two-settlement case, prices
in the unconstrained state are about $1 lower, while they are $6 lower in the ‘‘market
clearing’’ two-settlement case than for the single-settlement case. These results are also
driven primarily by the amount of forward coverage which is much larger in the ‘‘market
clearing’’ case. The forward prices in the ‘‘market clearing’’ case is $71 per MWh, with
expected spot prices averaging $57 per MWh.?* While this difference seems quite large,
and almost unsustainable in a repeated market, price differentials of a few dollars have
been observed in the first year of the day-ahead and real-time California markets
(Borenstein et al. 2001).>*

The generation market in the example is asymmetric with 80% of spot market
production at the exporting node for the optimal dispatch (see column 4 of table 4 for
generation levels; table 4 also shows sales and transmission flow levels). Demand in the
constrained state is 8% lower as compared to the unconstrained state (this is the sum of the

33 The magnitude of the difference in forward and spot prices in the ‘‘market clearing’’ case is related to
our assumptions regarding the slope (elasticity) of the demand functions. For a three-node example with
different data (not reported here), price differentials are smaller.

34 Borenstein et al. calculate differentials between spot and day-ahead prices, so if day-ahead prices are
higher their differentials are negative. This differential can also be interpreted as a risk premium.
Interestingly, they also report positive price differentials of a few dollars in the Fall of the first year;
these are not statistically significant in the second year. They also point out to inefficiencies that can
come about in the system due to predictable congestion across an inter-zonal interface (inter-zonal
congestion is priced in the day-ahead market and an outcome of no congestion in the day-ahead market
is a reflection of expectations of market participants, whereas in our model intra-zonal congestion is
ignored as part of the market design).
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two parts of column 1). The generator at the exporting node is primarily responsible for
exerting market power, reducing production by 33% for the single-settlement case. An
interesting result for the two-settlement cases is that the generator at the importing node
produces at higher levels than in the optimal dispatch case, because of its commitment in
the forward market. This implies that though generators have incentives to be more
aggressive in a two-settlement system, some of the aggression is misplaced, and less
efficient generators may be producing at higher levels than is socially optimal.

As mentioned above, a striking result is that in the ‘‘no-arbitrage’’ case, having one
forward period yields about 17% contract coverage (see table 5 for forward sales). The
““market clearing’’ case, on the other hand, has contract coverage of around 67%. This
points to the fact that in the presence of market power, the strategic incentives that
generators have to contract in short-term forward markets play a big role in the outcome of
these markets, perhaps dominating the risk-sharing aspects of these markets. One other
significant result not seen in the numerical results is that generators have incentive to go
long in the forward market as the probability of congestion increases. Welfare levels are
usually reduced to levels lower than the single-settlement case in such situations.

We have done numerical studies with a three-node example with a single constrained
line and two generators. We find that the qualitative results that we report here—such as
the small proportion of forward contracting in the ‘‘no-arbitrage’’ case, and the increase in
contract coverage when this assumption is relaxed—go through for such cases with loop-
flow (see Kamat and Oren 2002).

5. Concluding Remarks and Future Work

In this paper, we model and analyze, in the presence of network uncertainty and market
power, several electricity market designs currently adopted or proposed in the U.S. Using
the centralized dispatch single-settlement system as a benchmark, we analyze and
compare market outcomes for a two-settlement system with a single forward contract over
simple two-node systems. We find that welfare impacts of two-settlement systems are
highly sensitive to the probability that a network contingency reduces the transmission
capacity of an important line in the network. Using a duopoly model, we show that this
sensitivity comes from two effects. The first effect is asymmetric, and is due to the
presence of transmission constraints. Price cost margins are lower at the exporting node in
the constrained state as compared to the unconstrained state, and vice versa for the
importing node. The second effect is a combination of the fact that markets are segregated
in the constrained state and the lack of the ‘strategic substitutes effect’’ (see Bulow et al.
1985) in that state. The combined effect of these factors is that for even small probabilities
of congestion, forward trading may be substantially reduced, and the market power
mitigating effect of forward markets (as shown in Allaz and Vila 1993) may be nullified to
a great extent. This points to an indirect value to a more reliable (lower probability of
congestion or increased capacity) network in terms of its ability to reduce market power.
Even though congestion is rare, the possibility that a line may be congested produces
incentives to reduce forward coverage, and thus, reduces the ability of the forward market
to mitigate market power in the normal, i.e., uncongested state.
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In our analysis, we find that the standard assumption of ‘no-arbitrage’’ across forward
and spot markets leads to very little contract coverage even in the no congestion case. This
seems to be at odds with empirical evidence that there is substantial contract coverage in
electricity markets. In providing an alternative view of the market, we explore the
implications of relaxing the ‘‘no-arbitrage’’ assumption, and assume that all of the demand
shows up in the forward market and is aggregated to determine the forward price using a
““market clearing’’ condition. This essentially gives the generators an extra degree of
freedom to extract surplus from consumers. This also re-establishes the incentives for
generators to take short positions in the forward market, and we find higher levels of
contract coverage in these cases.

In our examples, we considered a single-zone system and therefore ignored the impact
of transmission contracts in the market outcomes. As the design of transmission contracts
has been a topic of active debate over the past few years, and the impact of network
uncertainty is an important component of the debate, extending our model to a multi-zonal
system with pricing of inter-zonal congestion in the forward market seems to be a fruitful
area for future research. Another direction that can be explored is the effect of repetition.
Electricity auctions are repeated on a daily basis, and this may give generators a
opportunity to participate in complex strategic moves that may lead to a much larger set of
possible equilibria, or disequilibrium behavior which has been observed in experiments
involving finitely repeated prisoner’s dilemma games (Rothkopf 1999).

Appendix
Table 2. Welfare Measures
Profit
($/hr)
(1) Grid Owner Consumer Social Welfare
Rev ($/hr) Surplus ($/hr) ($/hr)

State Gen. 1 Gen. 2 () (3) (4)
Unconstrained
Single-settlement

Opt. Dispatch (A) 800.0 200.0 0.0 1,250.0 2,250.0

Centralized (B) 1,051.0 336.3 0.0 686.7 2,074.0
Two-settlement

No Arbitrage (C) 1,040.5 324.5 0.0 738.8 2,103.8

Market Clearing (D) 1,183.7 472.0 0.0 520.2 2,175.8
Constrained
Single-settlement

Opt. Dispatch (A) 512.0 392.0 72.0 1,130.0 2,106.0

Centralized (B) 864.0 432.0 36.0 666.0 1,998.0
Two-settlement

No Arbitrage (C) 841.6 426.1 38.6 715.4 2,021.8

Market Clearing (D) 953.9 589.6 46.1 487.6 2,077.2
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Table 3. Prices in the Spot and Forward Markets

Spot Market

Forward Market

Delivered Price Trans. Price Forward Price
($/MWh) ($/MWh) ($/MWh)
1) @ (3)

State Node 1 Node 2 Link 1-2 Node 1 Node 2
Unconstrained
Single-settlement

Opt. Dispatch (A) 50.0 50.0 0.0 — —

Centralized (B) 62.9 62.9 0.0 — —
Two-settlement

No Arbitrage (C) 61.6 61.6 0.0 61.6 61.6

Market Clearing (D) 56.9 56.9 0.0 71.0 71.0
Constrained
Single-settlement

Opt. Dispatch (A) 42.0 66.0 24.0 — —

Centralized (B) 58.0 70.0 12.0 — —
Two-settlement

No Arbitrage (C) 56.3 69.2 12.9 61.6 61.6

Market Clearing (D) 50.8 66.1 15.4 71.0 71.0
Table 4. Generation, Sales and Transmission

Quantity Demanded Sales by Firm 1 Sales by Firm 2 Generation Flow
(1) (2 (3) (4) (5)

State Node 1 Node 2 Node 1 Node 2 Node 1 Node 2  Firm 1 Firm2 1-2
Unconstrained
Single-settlement

Opt. Dispatch (A) 25.0 25.0 40.0 0.0 0.0 10.0 40.0 10.0 15.0

Centralized (B) 18.5 18.5 26.5 0.0 0.0 10.6 26.5 10.6 7.9
Two-settlement

No Arbitrage (C) 19.2 19.2 27.5 0.0 0.0 10.9 27.5 10.9 8.3

Market Clearing (D) 21.6 21.6 30.9 0.0 0.0 12.2 30.9 12.2 9.4
Constrained
Single-settlement

Opt. Dispatch (A) 29.0 17.0 32.0 0.0 0.0 14.0 32.0 14.0 3.0

Centralized (B) 21.0 15.0 24.0 0.0 0.0 12.0 24.0 12.0 3.0
Two-settlement

No Arbitrage (C) 21.8 15.4 24.8 0.0 0.0 12.4 24.8 12.4 3.0

Market Clearing (D) 24.6 16.9 27.6 0.0 0.0 13.9 27.6 13.9 3.0
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Table 5. Forward Sales
Forward Quantity Forward Sales by Forward Sales by
Demanded Firm 1 Firm 2
State (1) ) (3)
Two-settlement
No Arbitrage (C) — — 3.5 0.0 0.0 3.0
Market Clearing (D) 145 14.5 15.0 0.0 0.0 14.0

References

Aghion, P., and P. Bolton. 1997. ‘‘Contracts as a Barrier to Entry.”” American Economic Review 77: 388—410.

Allaz, B. 1992. “‘Oligopoly, Uncertainty and Strategic Forward Transactions.”” International Journal of
Industrial Organization 10: 297-308.

Allaz, B., and J.-L. Vila. 1993. “‘Cournot Competition, Forward Markets and Efficiency.”” Journal of Economic
Theory 59: 1-16.

Andersson, B., and L. Bergman. 1995. ‘‘Market Structure and the Price of Electricity: An Ex Ante Analysis of
the Deregulated Swedish Electricity Market.”” The Energy Journal 16(2): 97-130.

Baldick, R., R. Grant, and E. Kahn. 2000. ‘‘Linear Supply Function Equilibrium: Generalizations, Applications
and Limitations.”” PWPO078, University of California Energy Institute, Berkeley, CA (August).

Batstone, S. R. J. undated. ‘‘An Equilibrium Model of an Imperfect Electricity Market.”” Department of
Management, University of Canterbury, New Zealand.

Berry, C. A, B. F Hobbs, W. A. Meroney, R. P. O’Neill, and W. R. Stewart. 1999. ‘‘Understanding How Market
Power Can Arise in Network Competition: A Game Theoretic Approach.”” Utilities Policy 8: 139-158.

Blumstein, C., and J. Bushnell. 1994. ‘A Guide to the Blue Book: Issues in California’s Electric Industry
Restructuring and Reform.”” The Electricity Journal September: 18-29.

Bohn, R., A. Klevorick, and C. Stalon. 1999. ‘‘Second Report on Market Issues in the California Power
Exchange Energy Markets.”” Prepared for the Federal Energy Regulatory Commission by the Market
Monitoring Committee of the California Power Exchange (March).

Bolle, E 1992. “*‘Supply Function Equilibria and the Danger of Tacit Collusion: The Case of Spot Markets for
Electricity.”” Energy Economics 14(2): 94-102.

Bolle, F 2001. ‘‘Competition with Supply and Demand Functions.”” Energy Economics 23: 253-277.

Borenstein, S., and J. Bushnell. 1999. ‘‘An Empirical Analysis of the Potential for Market Power in California’s
Electricity Industry.”” Journal of Industrial Economics 47(3): 285-323.

Borenstein, S., J. Bushnell, C. Knittel, and C. Wolfram. 2001. ‘‘Price Convergence in California’s Wholesale
Electricity Markets.”” Presented at the 6th Annual Research Conference on Electricity Industry Restructuring,
University of California, Berkeley, CA (March).

Borenstein, S., J. B. Bushnell, and F. Wolak. 2002. ‘‘Measuring Market Inefficiencies in California’s
Restructured Wholesale Electricity Market.”” American Economic Review 92(5): 1376-1405.

Borenstein, S., J. B. Bushnell, and S. Stoft. 1999. ‘“The Competitive Effects of Transmission Capacity in a
Deregulated Electricity Industry.”” Rand Journal of Economics 31(2): 294-325.

Budhraja, V., and E. Woolf. 1994. ““POOLCO: An Independent Power Pool Company for an Efficiency Power
Market.”” The Electricity Journal September: 42-47.

Bulow, J., J. Geneakoplos, and P. Klemperer. 1985. ‘‘Multimarket Oligopoly: Strategic Substitutes and
Complements.”” Journal of Political Economy 93: 488-511.

Cardell, J., C. Hitt, and W. W. Hogan. 1997. ‘*‘Market Power and Strategic Interaction in Electricity Networks.”’
Resource and Energy Economics 19: 109-137.

Chao, H.-P., and H. Huntington. (eds.). Designing Competitive Electricity Markets. Kluwer’s International
Series.



TWO-SETTLEMENT SYSTEMS FOR ELECTRICITY MARKETS 35

Chao, H.-P.,, and S. Peck. 1996. ‘‘A Market Mechanism for Electric Power Transmission.’” Journal of Regulatory
Economics 10(1): 25-60.

Chao, H.-P,, and S. Peck. 1997. ‘‘An Institutional Design for an Electricity Contract Market with Central
Dispatch.”” The Energy Journal 18(1): 85-110.

Chao, H.-P., S. Peck, S. S. Oren, and R. B. Wilson. 2000a. ‘‘Flow Based Transmission Rights and Congestion
Management.”” The Electricity Journal (October).

Chao, H.-P., S. Peck, S. S. Oren, and R. B. Wilson. 2000b. ‘‘Hierarchical Efficient Transmission Pricing.”’
Mimeo. EPRI, Stanford University and University of California at Berkeley.

Day, C., B. F. Hobbs, and J.-S. Pang. 2001. ‘‘Oligopolistic Competition in Power Networks: A Conjectured
Supply Function Approach.”” Enron Inc. and Johns Hopkins University.

Daxhelet, O., and Y. Smeers. 2002. ‘‘Cross-Border Trade: A Two-Stage Equilibrium Model of the Florence
Regulatory Forum Proposals.”” Mimeo. Center for Operations Research and Econometrics, Université
Catholique de Louvain, Louvain-la-Neuve, Belgium.

Dewatripont, M. 1988. ‘‘Commitment Through Renegotiation-Proof Contracts with Third Parties.”” Review of
Economics Studies 55: 377-390.

Einhorn, M. A. (ed.) 1994. From Regulation to Competition: New Frontiers in Electricity Markets. Boston, MA:
Kluwer Academic Publishers.

von der Fehr, N.-H. M., and D. Harbord. 1993. *‘Spot Market Competition in the UK Electric Industry.”” The
Economic Journal 103: 531-546.

von der Fehr, N.-H. M., and D. Harbord. 1992. ‘‘Long-term Contracts and Imperfectly Competitive Spot
Markets: A Study of the U.K. Electricity Industry.”” Memorandum No. 14., Department of Economics,
University of Oslo, Oslo, Sweden.

Federal Energy Regulatory Commission. FERC. 2002. FERC Docket Nos. EL02-80-002 to EL02-83-002.
‘Washington, DC.

Fudenberg, D., and J. Tirole. 1991. Game Theory. Cambridge, MA: The MIT Press.

Garber, D., W. W. Hogan, and L. E. Ruff. 1994. ** An Efficiency Electricity Market: Using a Pool to Support Real
Competition.”” The Electricity Journal June: 48—60.

Gilbert, R., and E. Kahn. 1996. International Comparisons of Electricity Regulation. Cambridge, MA:
Cambridge University Press.

Green, R. J. 1996. ‘‘Increasing Competition in the British Electricity Spot Market.”” Journal of Industrial
Economics 44: 205-216.

Green, R. J. 1999. ‘“The Electricity Contract Market in England and Wales.”” Journal of Industrial Economics
47(1): 107-124.

Green, R. J., and D. M. Newbery. 1992. ‘‘Competition in the British Electricity Spot Market.”” Journal of
Political Economy 100(5): 929-953.

Harker, P. 1991. ‘‘Generalized Nash Games and Quasi-variational Inequalities.
Operational Research 54: 81-94.

Harvey, S. M., W. W. Hogan, and S. L. Pope. 1997. ‘‘Transmission Capacity Reservations and Transmission
Congestion Contracts.”” Working Paper, Harvard University.

Haskel, J., and A. Powell. 1994. “‘Contract Markets and Competition.”” Mimeo, Department of Economics,
Queen Mary and Westfield College, London, UK.

Hobbs, B. F. 2001. *‘Linear Complementarity Models of Nash-Cournot Competition in Bilateral and POOLCO
Power Markets.”” IEEE Transactions on Power Systems 16(2): 194-202.

Hobbs, B. E, C. B. Metzler, and J.-S. Pang. 2000. *‘Strategic Gaming Analysis for Electric Power Systems: An
MPEC Approach.”’ [EEE Transactions in Power Systems 15(2): 638—-645.

Hogan, W. W. 1992. ““Contract Networks for Electric Power Transmission.”” Journal of Regulatory Economics
4: 211-242.

Johnson, R., S. S. Oren, and A. Svoboda. 1997. ‘‘Equity and Efficiency of Unit Commitment in Competitive
Electricity Markets.”” Utilities Policy 6(1): 9-19.

Joskow, P., and J. Tirole. 2000. ‘‘Transmission Rights and Market Power on Electric Power Networks.”” Rand
Journal of Economics 31(3): 450-487.

Kamat, R., and S. S. Oren. 2002. ‘“Two-settlement systems for Electricity Markets: Zonal Aggregation under
Network Uncertainty and Market Power.”” POWER Working Paper 91, University of California Energy
Institute, Berkeley, CA.

”

European Journal of



36 RAJNISH KAMAT AND SHMUEL S. OREN

Klemperer, P. D., and M. A. Meyer. 1989. “‘Supply Function Equilibria in Oligopoly under Uncertainty,”’
Econometrica 57: 1243-1277.

Lien, J. S. 2001. ‘‘Forward Contracts and the Curse of Market Power.’” Presented at the 6th Annual Research
Conference on Electricity Industry Restructuring, University of California, Berkeley, CA (March).

Luo, Z., Pang, J.-S., and D. Ralph. 1996. Mathematical Programming with Equilibrium Constraints. Cambridge,
UK: Cambridge University Press.

Mansur, E. T. 2001. ‘‘Pricing Behavior in the Initial Summer of the Restructured PJM Wholesale
Electricity Market.”” POWER Working Paper PWP-080, University of California Energy Institute,
Berkeley, CA.

Marin Uribe, P. L., and A. Garcia-Diaz. 2000. ‘‘Strategic Bidding in Electricity Pools with Short-Lived Bids: An
Application to the Spanish Market.”” CEPR Discussion Paper No. 2567, London, UK (September).

Newbery, D. M. 1995. ‘‘Power Markets and Market Power.”” The Energy Journal 16(3): 39-66.

Newbery, D. M. 1998. “‘Competition, Contracts, and Entry in the Electricity Spot Market.”” Rand Journal of
Economics 29(4): 726-749.

Oren, S. S. 1997. ‘‘Economic Inefficiency of Passive Transmission Rights in Congested Electricity Systems with
Competitive Generation.”” The Energy Journal 18: 63-83.

Powell, A. 1993. ‘“Trading Forward in an Imperfect Market: The Case of Electricity in Britain.”” The Economic
Journal 103: 444-453.

Puller, S. L. 2000. “‘Pricing and Firm Conduct in California’s Deregulated Electricity Market.”” POWER
Working Paper PWP-080, University of California Energy Institute, Berkeley, CA.

Ramos, A., M. Ventosa, and M. Rivier. 1998. ‘“Modeling Competition in Electric Energy Markets by
Equilibrium Constraints.”” Utilities Policy 7(4): 223-242.

Rothkopf, M. 1999. ‘‘Daily Repetition: A Neglected Factor in the Analysis of Electricity Markets.”” The
Electricity Journal 12(3): 60-70.

Rudkevich, A., M. Duckworth, and R. Rosen. 1998. ‘‘Modeling Electricity Pricing in a Deregulated Generation
Industry: The Potential for Oligopoly Pricing in a Poolco.”” The Energy Journal 19(3): 19-48.

Schweppe, E. C., M. C. Caramanis, and R. E. Bohn. 1986. ‘‘The Costs of Wheeling, and Optimal Wheeling
Rates.”” IEEE Transactions on Power Systems PWRS-1(1).

Schweppe, E C., M. C. Caramanis, R. D. Tabors, and R. E. Bohn. 1988. Spot Pricing of Electricity. Boston:
Kluwer.

Smeers, Y. 1997. “‘Computable Equilibrium Models and the Restructuring of the European Electricity and Gas
Markets.”” The Energy Journal 18(4): 1-31.

Smeers, Y., and J.-Y. Wei. 1997a. ‘‘Spatial Oligopolistic Electricity Models with Cournot Generators and
Opportunity Cost Transmission Prices.”” Center for Operations Research and Econometrics, Université
Catholique de Louvain, Louvain-la-Neuve, Belgium.

Smeers, Y., and J.-Y. Wei. 1997b. ““Do We Need a Power Exchange if We Have Enough Power Marketers.”’
Center for Operations Research and Econometrics, Université Catholique de Louvain, Louvain-la-Neuve,
Belgium.

Stoft, S. 1999. ‘‘Financial Transmission Rights Meets Cournot: How TCC’s Curb Market Power.”” The Energy
Journal 20(1): 1-23.

Wei, J.-Y., and Y. Smeers. 1997. “‘Spatial Oligopolistic Electricity Models with Cournot Generators and
Regulated Transmission Prices.”” CORE, Université Catholique de Louvain, Louvain-la-Neuve, Belgium.

Wilson, R. B. 1997. “‘Activity Rules for the California PX Electricity Auction.”’ Presented at the 3rd Annual
Research Conference on Electricity Industry Restructuring, University of California, Berkeley, CA (March).

Wilson, R. B. 1999. ‘““Market Architecture.”” Mimeo, Graduate School of Business, Stanford University.

Wolak, F. A. 1999. ““‘An Empirical Analysis of the Impact of Hedge Contracts on Bidding Behavior in a
Competitive Electricity Market.”” Presented at the 4th Annual Research Conference on Electricity Industry
Restructuring, University of California, Berkeley, CA (March).

Wolfram, C. D. 1998. ‘‘Strategic Bidding in a Multi-Unit Auction: An Empirical Analysis of Bids to Supply
Electricity in England and Wales.”” Rand Journal of Economics 29(4): 703-725.

Wolfram, C. D. 1999. ‘‘Measuring Duopoly Power in the British Electricity Spot Market.”” American Economic
Review 89: 805-826.

Wu, D. J., P. R. Kleindorfer, and J. E. Zhang. 2002. ‘‘Optimal Bidding and Contracting Strategies for Capital-
Intensive Goods.”” European Journal of Operations Research 137: 657-676.



TWO-SETTLEMENT SYSTEMS FOR ELECTRICITY MARKETS 37

Wu, D. J., and P. R. Kleindorfer. undated. ‘‘Competitive Options, Supply Contracting and B2B Exchanges.”’
Working Paper, Graduate School of Business, Georgia Institute of Technology, Atlanta, GA.

Wu, D. J., P. R. Kleindorfer, and Y. Sun. undated. ‘‘Optimal Capacity Expansion in the Presence of Capacity
Options.”” Working Paper, Graduate School of Business, Georgia Institute of Technology, Atlanta, GA.



